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"The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address -- 

THE REPLY FILED 22 August 2003 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE. 
Therefore further action by the applicant is required to avoid abandonnient of this application. A proper reply to a 
final rejection under 37 CFR 1.113 may only be either: ('1 ) a timely filed amendment which places the application in 
condition for allowance; (2) a timely filed Notice of Appeal (with appeal fee): or (3) a timely filed Request for Continued 
Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1.114. 

PERIOD FOR REPLY [check either a) or b)] 

a) 2^. The pencd fcr rep.y exc res J^months from the rnaihrg ca!e of ".he final rejection 

b; -HI Tne per^oc for 'epiv expires or i 1 ;, :ne nal c:a:e of this Advisory Ac! on, cr :2) ihe aa:e se: •or:h in tne ' "eject on, .vnichever is later In no 
evert, ho-vveve'. vvi." :he sUrutorv cenod for repiv expire 'ater tnsn SIX "lONTHS from the mailing date of the final rejection 
OMY CHECK This BOX V\'hE\ r ^^S"^ ^EPL^" vS'AS FIl.ED Vv:-H-N '"VVO MOMHS OF THE FINAL REJEC^^ON, See fvlPEP 
706 07.:f) 

Ejclensicns of '.me nay be obtalrvec: i;r.def 3? CFR ' * 36(0) ^he aa:e on v/hich the pet'lion under 37 CFR 1 1 36( a) and tne appropriate extension fee 
nave been filed is 'he caie 'o' purposes of deter-r ring :ne psnod of extension arc: t^e co'.'esporcing sro^ni of t*"e fee "he apcoo' a:e extension fee under 
37 CFR 1 ^ 7-;a) s calculated from ■ is^e expiration dale of the s'-icrlened sta'.u'.ory penoa for reply originally set in 'ihe final Office action, o' (2) as set forth in 
I b) above, i' checr:ec. ^r\- rec y received I'^e Of -ce -a'.er tnan three months oHer {^e mc dale c' !ne ' ro- rejectior. ever if tme^y 'Vea. may reduce any 
earned paten! term adiustmen: See 37 C^R 1 704(b) 



1 



A Notice of Appeal was filed on 



Appellant's Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 



37 CFR 1.192(a). or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1.191(d)). to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 
2.n The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) G they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below): 

(b) Z2 they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) □ they are not deemed to place the application in better forin for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the 

issues for appeal; and/or 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: 

3. Ill Applicant s reply has overcome the following rejection(s): . 

4.n Newly proposed or amended claim(s) v/ould be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment 

canceling the non-allowable claim(s). 

5.S The a)G affidavit. b)G exhibit, or c)E] request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the 
application in condition for allowance because: S.;o C()^;-;ot;r^-; oM s^t.o- 

6.n The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newly 
raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. 

7.S For pLirposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment(s) 3)IZ will not be entered or b)C will be entered and an 
explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 

The status of the claim(s) is (or vvill be) as follows; 

Claim(s) allowed: .\'CNE 

Claim(s) objected to: NONE 

Claim(s) rejected: 1-20 

Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: . 

8. G The proposed drawing correction filed on is a)C approved or b)[Z disaporoved by the Examiner 

9. G Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper f^klj^io^w^ "^ ^^ ^ ~^ 

10. G Other: ^ frsnkG.Fom 

Si^parvtsofy Patent Exa^ < • = r j^: 
'^chnoioqy Confer y^tv^ 
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Application No. 



Coniirualion o'' 5 cces NC" olace ihe applicaiicn in condition fo" a .O'/vance because Appl-.cant's arguments filed c-i 08/22/03 have 
been fully considered bu: Iney are nol oersuasive 

a Appi, cart's remark argue, in pace3-4. tna: Hara el a' cces r.ol leach "a source of ultraviolet ligni provide at the second end of 
the f oer opt.c cable" anc "an eyepiece naving an eyepiece :ens" ^ara et al disc"oses a soj-'ce o' ult^av olet I cn: :3 o' f.cure 3 ^62 of 
figure 13 and cc / ' I nes 54-67 and col 15 i nes 17-29. and ) provide ai '.re second end (figures 3 ana 12) of the fiber optic cabie (12.13 
of f;gjre 3 anc col 19 .ines 22-2*^} fo" '. jniinat nc ar obec! is .ivir.g oody (202 of i'Cj^e ^ : a'^c an eyeoiece section (92 of figure 12) of the 
fiberscope (91 o: f c^^e 12) having an eyepiece lens ; 101 of figure 12;. ■•A'here:n the an eye piece sect on (92 of 'igure 12; of the 
fiberscope |91 o- fioure 12) connec!ed to a second end ("'igj^es 3 and 12) of :he "Ibe- oct c cab'e (12.13 of figure 3 and coi.19 lines 22- 
27) 

b, Applicant's remarks arcjes, ir pages 4-5. thai there is no suggest-on to comoine the references Hara el al. j_obb et al. and 
Tamburnno. the exan ner recognize that obv.ousness can on'y oe eslaoi shea by combining or modifying tne teaching of :he pr'or art io 
oroduce the cla.med invention wne^e tne^e -s some '.eaching. suggestion, or •^•o;iva:icr to dc so found either ir Vre references themselves 
cr ,p the knovv-'edge genera y available to one of ordinary ski!' - the a-i. See In re Fine, 837 F 2d 1071. 5 L;SPQ2d ^596 (Fed Cir. 1988) 
ard In re Jones. 958^'= 2d 347, 21 USPQ2d lO-^-l :fec Cr 1992). 

For Ihe reasons se: fo^lh above the arguments, is behaved :r^at the rejection of the claims 1-23 uncer 35 U S.C ' 02 ar.c 103 

IS proper 



